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Dear X^ul, re Legend, appendix 3/2^78 

Whilt’: the conditiona undtr w)*dch I wont oror tho ap, endix after the so-called evldonco 
pffQCluded real care I think: i can r:, present tiiem faithfully. U'ho r.>preaentatiou uf tha 
aaaaaainatlon ovlduiee la virtuoso if not contemptuous diaiiLay of ignorance. You'll enjoy 
cutting that up! ) 

Aloo, becaiuo I had mj alaid a letter to hXm and after reading more of the book 
thought I should Kontion eosi^ of the t; ingo not ap: or<7nt to most, I phoned goorge ^wdnert 
If ha did not toll you when he phoneu, he aid so at oqy su. 4 ?oation booaose X did not want 
to taka unemthorised liberties wit:: your xu3t08 when you have done a review for publication. 
If you diasgreo with the few ooenmente i'll bo making feel free to give aoiy dilTer/ing 
vle^ to Lerdner, to whom X'a sending « carbon* 

the appendix on Oswald' a roal and ali^^ged cont^icts is puff ary - ebea la the form 
of presentation, i^oanlnglaas as "schoiarehlp" because ttiere is virtually nothing that 
can be; rulated to anj intorview and most interviews ar»> ignored in tb^ boek. 

the 44 quostioKiB for Hosenko ^CIa) were intended not to be answered. 

Or wore Ixitendod 

for oth-^r purposes or r^-preaent hysteria* a ooi^bication* they ware uaple basis for one 
of lower aeaaistive level than Hoover was known to have to take offense* If Hoover rejected 
these qusutioQs I agree with him. 

Thoy ore not really questions. Tliey arc argu&rnt. As sceh they also would have aoaired 
the hell out of Moeeciko, all of whose statt^n^nts to this point are ignors'i in the questions* 
Hosenko had to worry about a pre<lictoble "heart attack" or any dieapvearsnce. was without 
any px^otoctlon, any rii^ts (xwiemb«?r those three y-.ara?) or any aeans of defending hlr^lf. 

Huay of the questions have bullt*-ln conclusiona or are bid.lt on some* 

As initial questions many are unwise in other ways* Including by in effect calling 
Nosenko a liar, a r?al threat In his situation, thus an overt Intimidation to clinnj'e what 
be had said* 

bhen the questions aro lean than aiguiejut they tire alncat n^?v^^ without an iidvonce 
exporuscion of view* 

Thoy reflect what X 1 nterpret as othor than an Impartial queet for straight Infcrma- 
tion* AfiaiSf thrrdtSTfiog to Kosenko tii his Aitoatiem* .Also offensive, which is lean s* rious 
but no w«y to earn cooperation* dhy rehash all he ha.? tola the Vbl at this Juncture arid 
how wore he and the FBI to taks that ^lortV 

There is a State parallel. There alec tho CIA vaattid to do what State would not agree 
to. The CoBisiscion, to which tXiat problem went, agreed with State* 

both easea t)ie ClA knew better and could have done better. In both cases the Clk 
did not have jurisdioation. In the Hoaenko case It wont out of its ^fsy not to have its 
ooocluaory questioas asked. So I wonder why. If there were unsnswered qumtious it believe 
/should be aMced, reatrlotlng to new qtieetlons pihrased quietly or including .^^otce deserribed 
as Deluding olarlfiostioa would have been a much better initial approach. .It wau not wise 
to do what was certain to get hoover's beck up ard give tho VSH legitimate mason to 
offense or to give it wiiat anyone experienced with tiie of defectors Iwl to recognise 

as p«|w threat|n^gg.^ Tte characters who drafted these questions made no reference to any 
eoplior Kosenko tintil 24* I did not check to Me if tiiere were oti)ers or how i iOLy. 

flsr quetfiloas of Apjendix D are iBore than a third on deAbhrenechildt, of 19, seven. 

In Itself thia had to raise questions about what Spetein wan up to, uapecially at CIA* He 
and bin lawyer both knev they hod to ask for existing records under FOIA* Thei' deliberately 
avoided doing this even though it would have boon simple with some of the queations.Why? 

No reason I can think of consistcuit with proper intentiona* ***Iiastilyi 


